This book contains 40 research papers. These papers are divided into three parts: (i) Part one: integrative processes and concepts which includes 19 papers (ii) Part two: integrative approaches in teaching and learning which includes 11 papers (iii) Part three: discussion problem-solving and integrative practices which includes 10 papers This book clarifies some of the fundamental meanings of sustainable development (SD hereafter) in different context at higher education institutions (HEIs hereafter). It provides some critical insights to bridge the gap between the revolution of sustainability studies and the actual actions and practices that could be followed to stimulate these studies in order to create positive impact for the future generations. These practical insights represent one of the main academic contributions of this book. The idea of transformative approaches involves some pragmatic stances within and between disciplines. The main purpose of this book review is to identify the most significant practical and theoretical themes for SD in some, not all, of these papers. Hence, this book review attempts to identify some of the salient issues of SD and provide reflective accounts of some papers.
But these changes may require intensive investigation of the social and environmental impact of the university activities on the society in order to ensure sustainable teaching and learning practices.
The paper by Colin J. Macgregor provides some approaches of SD that could be used to increase and enhance student learning in sustainability internship programme. This paper focused on examining the social and cultural outcomes of James Cook University's degrees. The main challenge of SD programme in this university highlights the need to create a collaborative partnership between the university and social communities. This form of partnership could be managed in terms of social contract (see Freeman et al. 2004 ). Hence, it seems so relevance to consider and review the main terms and conditions of this contact in order to create the favourable social and environmental impact of the university activities, e.g. teaching, research, enterprise and operational activities. This paper also reveals some indications of the power of using the transdisciplinary approaches to promote education for SD in universities. It provides some institutional approaches to allow students to study subjects in different disciplines to build the sense of social and environmental responsibility. However, the institutional management process of this approach could include some operational impediments such as the minimum level of student experience of each subject and the societal expectations of the university programmes.
The paper by Claire Bennett and Geoffrey Lewis entails some collaboration between Triple Bottom Line (TBL hereafter) approach and management system to promote SD principles in organisations. This paper used the concept of material flow analysis to build up more sustainable business operations and activities. This approach involves some operational and strategic processes to manage some of the social and environmental impact of organisational operations. It seems quite substantial to identify the management process of conflict between the main components of the TBL in order to create positive sustainable impact. For example, it does not specify the institutional priorities of the social, environmental and economic issues in the business activities and operations. However, they do not address the basic question: what is the starting point of sustainable business activities? And how do organisations manage the main challenges and the culture of SD? Why do organisations consider social and environmental issues in their activities? These questions could be addressed in order to provide vibrant sustainable business accounts for stakeholders. Some of these questions were addressed in this book by Marans et al.'s paper. They suggested institutional initiative to change the sustainability culture at the campus of University of Michigan. This initiative involves some operational element related to the waste management, natural conservations, climate change and social values. In addition, they promoted the idea of sustainability culture against the consumer culture. This comparison could represent a key challenge to the sustainability process itself. So, it seems so significate to address the managerial challenges of this transformational process. Hence, the relationships between sustainability culture and societal expectations may represent a pressing factor to create positive impact from the university activities. This paper leaves some other suggested venues to replicate the sustainability culture indicators in different universities and workplaces in order to create a substantial theme of sustainability culture.
Another initiative was raised on Zaman et al.'s paper which focuses on exploring the social and environmental impact of sustainability educational programmes in HEIs in Romania. This initiative includes some cultural issues that have been investigated to assess the social impact of these programmes such as community expectations, health equity and human resilience. This paper addressed the role of environmental stressors in developing sustainability educational programmes. But the management systems of these stressors seem to be less focused in this paper. However, there are some other attempts to address the university approaches for sustainable development such as teaching quality, student experience and community engagement.
A logical theoretical argument in this book is provided in Chave's paper. The conceptions of education were introduced as societal tool that could be used to promote sustainable development. It provided a case study of education module in postgraduate level at one of HEIs in UK. This paper addressed the conjuncture between the concepts of higher education as qualification and influential socialisation process (ISP hereafter). The ISP may require introducing new social ideologies towards the meaning of education for sustainable development such as social justice, human rights, gender equality and societal prosperity (see Lozano et al. 2013) . Therefore, the concepts of education for sustainable development may require broad societal changes that could affect the final outputs of HEIs. The potential tension between teacher and students towards the concepts of SD may represent a key challenge of managing the education for sustainability programmes. This challenge could be managed by defining the fundamental meaning and benefits of education for SD.
Hopkinson and Gwilliam's paper provides an introduction to use integrated health, safety and environmental systems to promote education for SD in HEIs in UK. This paper introduced the conceptual framework of green impact to assess some of the sustainability outcomes within three academic schools and professional service units at University of Cardiff. This green impact could represent the overall progression towards the SD compared with similar institutional units in different universities. This paper referred to the importance of using clear communication channels, between the management and the individual units, to clarify the expected targets of the university green impact. The effective management of the relationships between the curriculum development and education for SD may represent internal impetus to create positive sustainable impact for the current and future generations (see Corcoran and Wals 2004) . But the measurement and assessment process of sustainability impact of university activities seems to be less addressed in this paper. A similar attempt has been presented in Willmore and Tweddell's paper. This paper used the reflective action as institutional tool to manage the relationships between curriculum development and community expectation to promote education for SD. Hence, the institutional challenges of managing the relationships between students' activities and real-world problems have been investigated to promote education for SD. However, the normative practices of education for SD may be used to measure the university social and environmental impact. Therefore, it seems quite important to measure the richness of these practices in order to assess the institutional transformation towards SD. The university contribution to the development of the local communities could represent an essential approach to promote education for SD in HEIs (see Lozano 2011) .
Pallant et al. also explained the collaboration between cross-boundary and cross-culture curriculum development to promote education for SD. This initiative includes the cooperation between HEIs from different countries in order to explore the best educational practices in the field of teaching, learning and professional development for undergraduate and postgraduate students. But the political and cultural differences may represent one of the main challenges to encourage education for SD. Hence, the collaboration between professionals and practitioners could play important role in managing sustainability challenges and create the favourable impact from the university activities. Another institutional attempt to promote education for SD has been presented by Fryer's paper. This paper developed systems thinking approach, as an institutional account, to manage the social-environmental issues in HEIs to maintain the natural biodiversity and cultural values. However, the sustainable design or green buildings could represent real-life scenarios to demonstrate the needs and benefits of education for SD. The green buildings design could be considered to assess the environmental impact of the HEIs in terms of reducing carbon footprint and increase the university liveability for current and future generations (see Jones 2014) .
The main weakness of this book is that some authors of these papers express general perspectives on education for SD without precise identification of main challenges that could be managed to achieve the favourable outcomes of this kind of education. In addition, the absence of clear research method(s) may represent a major concern in some papers, and some others may require future developments to collect more empirical data to make greater sense of the research findings.
However, the overall structure of this book represents a reasonable composition because it covers a wide range of sustainability deals, handles and challenges. These topics involve different forms of sustainability initiatives that could be used to manage the sustainability challenges and impediments. These initiatives could be replicated in different settings and contexts. In addition, some papers in this book provided some best organisational and institutional practices of managing sustainability issues. But there are some critical avenues that have been left for future academic research such as the measurement of the sustainability impact and theoretical ideologies behind SD. In addition, one of the main strengths of this book is that it highlights different sustainability approaches and methodologies to promote sustainability from different institutions and organisations from different countries (e.g. UK, Romania, Brazil, Malta, Germany, Oman, India and USA). So, it entails rich theoretical lenses and practical experience to manage sustainability issues in business and HEIs. Therefore, this book could be a useful guide to sustainability researchers, professionals and practitioners.
In summary, this book represents an informative input to sustainability knowledge in HEIs that could be used to develop more critical research avenues in different university and organisations.
